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Examiner 



Art Unit 



George D. Spisich 



3616 



All participants (applicant, applicant's representative, PTO personnel): 



(1) George D. Spisich . 



(3). 



(2) Jessica M. Cahill (Reg No. 56,986) . 



(4). 



Date of Interview: 19 June 2007 . 

Type: a)K Telephonic b)Q Video Conference 

c)D Personal [copy given to: !)□ applicant 2)D applicant's representative] 

Exhibit shown or demonstration conducted: d)D Yes e)D No. 
If Yes, brief description: . 

Claim(s) discussed: . 

Identification of prior art discussed: Saiguchi et al. (USPUB 2001/011810) . 

Agreement with respect to the claims f)D was reached. g)D was not reached, h)^ N/A. 



Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an agreement was 
reached, or any other comments: See Continuation Sheet . 

(A fuller description, if necessary, and a copy of the amendments which the examiner agreed would render the claims 
allowable, if available, must be attached. Also, where no copy of the amendments that would render the claims 
allowable is available, a summary thereof must be attached.) 

THE FORMAL WRITTEN REPLY TO THE LAST OFFICE ACTION MUST INCLUDE THE SUBSTANCE OF THE 
INTERVIEW. (See MPEP Section 713.04). If a reply to the last Office action has already been filed, APPLICANT IS 4 
GIVEN A NON-EXTENDABLE PERIOD OF THE LONGER OF ONE MONTH OR THIRTY DAYS FROM THIS 
INTERVIEW DATE, OR THE MAILING DATE OF THIS INTERVIEW SUMMARY FORM, WHICHEVER IS LATER, TO 
FILE A STATEMENT OF THE SUBSTANCE OF THE INTERVIEW. See Summary of Record of Interview 
requirements on reverse side or on attached sheet. 




Examiner Note: You must sign this form unless it is an 
Attachment to a signed Office action. 



PAUL N. DICKSON 
SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 
TECHNOLOGY CENTER 3600 
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Summary of Record of Interview Requirements ■ 
StEtt^.f 9 ^ 713.04, Substance of Interview Must be Made of Record ^ 



TltJe 37 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) § 1.133 Interviews 
Paragraph (b) 



any alleged oral promise, alipulaPon. or uodet^nd^ in reia^^to^i^jj^f^ tfaatpeer^hw^ubt °" reco "' I" Office. No attention win be paid to 



which bear directly on the question of patentability ponsiwuiy 10 see mat such a record is made and to correct material inaccuracies 

interview byTe'c~ 

requirements for which interview recordation is olheX provided orSSl2& directed solely to restriction 

but typographical errors or unreadable script in Office actions or th Ske are exdSed from ° f ^ Exam,nin 9 Procedure, or pointing- 

substance of an Interview is comple.e.y recorded in anlSl r ^ P^^ures be.ow. Where the 

"Contents^^^^ 

conclusion of the interview. In the case of a i telephone o3™?I™„ f . , m £ 9 ' ven t0 the app,icanl < or atto ™y or agent) at the ' 
.eitherwithorpriortomenextoiSci^ 

circumstances dictate, the Pom, should be mal.ed prompt.y after fSSSSS^ « if other 

The Form provides for recordation of the following information- 

- Application Number (Series Code and Serial Number) 

- Name of applicant 

- Name of examiner 

- pate of interview 

- Type of interview (telephonic, video-conference, or personal) 

- Name of participants) (applicant, attorney or agent, examiner, other PTO personnel etc ) 

not restrict further action fey the examiner to the contrary Note. Agreement as to allowab.lily is tentati ve and does 

- The signature of me examiner who conducted the inte^iew (if Pom. is no. an attachment to a signed Office ac.ion) 

should be nSed 6 ^ 

unless i, includes, or is supplemented by Z ScS S^TffiE 'T^'^t^^'T^^ ^ ^ew 



case. It 



unless it includes, or is supplemented by 'he app ZiorZ ZZeno^l cons dered acomp.ele and proper recordation of the inter 
substance of the interview me applicant or me examiner to include, all of the. applicable items required below concerning the 

3) an identification of the specific prior art discussed 

-n.eS « 3 M ™ ««™ un,ess these are already described on the 

5) a brie ^en«ficaHop of the general thrust of (he principal arguments presented to the examiner 

■ iSSSgt* "T"-? - «"~ <* - •» «»n*- nnremar, Form ^ 6y 

Examiner to Check .for Accuracy 

statement air^ £-jJJ send a letter setting forth the examiner', version of ,he 

paper recording the substance of the U^^SSSi ^Xet^lmT ""^ ^ ° K " °» the 
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pontinyation Sheet (PTOL-413) 



Application No. 10/747,957 



Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an 
agreement was reached, or any other comments: Applicant requested additional explanation of the Saiguchi reference 
(which appears to have been called Hiroaki et al. in the Final Rejection). Examiner explained the position that the 
restraining strap would restrict the intermediate portion of the airbag since a certain force would be required to rupture 
the straps and therefore the strap would restrict the expansion of the intermediate portion of the airbag with respect to 
the ends of the airbag (at least until a particular force may be applied to the airbag). Furthermore, in the specification 
(mentioned in the Final Rejection), the rupturing of the strap (stitching) is dependent on the impact forces of the 
passenger. This outcome may not actually happen (depending on the size/force of the occupant), and any expansion 
of the intermediate (to be larger than the ends) would be subsequent to the airbag being in the "fully inflated state". 
Applicant has not claimed that the strap restrains the intermediate portion of the airbag to the same dimension 
(perimeter) which is smaller than the ends, during and after inflation and after impact of the bag by an occupant . 



